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THE LIBRARY.
THE IMPROVERS OF SHAKE-
SPEARE.1

| N our third paper we tried to establish
; bibliographically what was the normal
history of the text of Elizabethan plays

| from the time the playwright handed
his manuscript to the players; we then

enquired what special evidence we had in the case
of Shakespeare's plays, and finally applied the
theories we constructed to the history of his text
down to the publication of the Folio of 1623. We
shall devote the first part of this our last paper to
three deductions of some importance arising out of
this survey.

I. The first of these is that, from our biblio-
graphical standpoint, the readings of any edition of
a play of Shakespeare's subsequent to the First duly
registered Quarto cannot have any shred of authority,
unless a reasonably probable case can be made out for
access having been obtained to a new manuscript,
or its equivalent. And to construct such a case

1 A le&ure delivered at Cambridge as Sandars Reader, November,
1915.
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266 THE IMPROVERS

all the variants in the edition must be brought
together and considered as a whole.

Editors of Shakespeare, even the best editors of
Shakespeare, have been too ready to accept or reje6t
variants on what they would call * their individual
merits'; and they have yielded, consciously or un-
consciously, to the illusion that if a first edition
printed (say) in 1597 is a good authority, a second
edition printed within a year or two is also an
authority, through perhaps not quite of equal weight.
A printed text cannot be invested with authority
merely by an early date on its title-page. The
authority can only come to it by derivation from
the original manuscript, and if this derivation is
simply and solely through a previous printed edition,
then a reading in the second edition can have no
authority whatever as against a reading in the first.
It may be right, as any conjectural emendation may
be right; but it must be judged as a conjectural
emendation, and on precisely the same footing as
if it had been made a week ago.

The point is so obvious that it seems superfluous
to labour it, but with the honourable exception of
Malone, it has been almost uniformly neglected by
Shakespeare's editors.

Theobald arranged his list of the editions known
to him under the three headings:

Editions of Authority,
Editions of Middle Authority,
Editions of no Authority.

He did this, doubtless, for the pleasure of making
his third class, the editions of no authority, consist

 at U
niversity of C

alifornia, Santa B
arbara on June 30, 2015

http://library.oxfordjournals.org/
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://library.oxfordjournals.org/


OF SHAKESPEARE. 267

of those of Rowe and Pope. His second class con-
tained the Third Folio and the Quartos printed
between 1623 and the Restoration. But how did
these later quartos acquire the Middle Authority
which he ascribes to them ? In so far as they were
accurate reprints of the First registered Quarto, if
every copy of that had been destroyed they might
have taken its place. But as long as that remains
they are purely negligible. And this applies with
almost equal completeness to most of the editions
included in Theobald's highest class, as Editions
of Authority. These comprise all the Quartos, of
which he knew, printed before 1623, and the First
and Second Folios. It would be perhaps too much
to say that a Quarto of 1615 is no better than a
Quarto of 1655, because the latter will certainly
have accumulated some more errors, and the Quarto
of 1615, moreover, may be of considerable interest
in determining for a given play the value of the
First Folio. But as against a reading in a First
Quarto, the authority which a variant derives from
having been printed within one year, ten years, or
forty years of it, is in every case the same, because
in every case it is nil.

Just as, so long as a copy of the first edition of a
good Quarto exists, all the later quarto editions
have no value for the construction of a text; so, as
long as a copy of the First Folio remains, the three
later Folios have no textual importance. In criti-
cizing Theobald's table of editions, Dr. Johnson
expressed this with his usual sturdy common sense:

In his enumeration of editions (he writes of Theobald)
he mentions the two first folios as of high, and the third
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268 THE IMPROVERS

folio as of middle authority; but the truth is that the first
is equivalent to all [the] others, and that the rest only
deviate from it by the printer's negligence. Whoever
has any of the folios has all, excepting those diversities
which mere reiteration of editions will produce. I collated
them all at the beginning, but afterwards used only the
first

The importance of the later Quartos printed
before 1623,an(^ of the three later Folios, is purely
genealogical. Had none of the later Quartos been
preserved, we should have been obliged to debit to
the First Folio as original errors, all the bad read-
ings which it took over from the later Quartos.
On the one hand, the credit of the Folio would
have been unjustly depreciated; on the other hand,
various easy readings introduced by the later
Quartos would have been invested with whatever
authority the Folio text for the play in which they
occur may possess. But when once the errors bor-
rowed from the later Quartos have been eliminated,
only the First Quartos and the First Folios have
any textual value.

The genealogical importance of the later Folios is
of much the same kind. It arises from the fa£t that
the Fourth Folio being the easiest and icheapest to
buy and also the most modern in its spelling was the
copy which Rowe sent to the printer, after he had
tinkered it at his pleasure. Pope used Rowe's
text ,as his ' copy' to print from; Theobald used
Pope's, and so on. It may be doubted whether
any edition of Shakespeare's works (with the pos-
sible exception of Capcll's) has ever been wholly
printed from manuscript. That of 1623 was
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OF SHAKESPEARE. 269

printed partly from manuscript, partly from the
printed quartos. Probably every subsequent edi-
tion has been set up [from some earlier printed
text, some of the misprints in which will almost
certainly be carried over into the new edition
despite editorial care. Many of the readings of
the Fourth Folio were thus inadvertently adopted
by Rowc, and the Fourth Folio and its two im-
mediate predecessors are thus necessary to a right
understanding of the eighteenth century texts.
But it must be said again and again that as authori-
ties for ascertaining what Shakespeare himself
actually wrote, no editions can have any shred, jot
or tittle of value except the First Quartos,1 and the
First Folio.

While it is true that the eighteenth century
editors who started the editorial tradition as to
Shakespeare's text had not all the bibliographical
data before them, nor even a complete set of the
First Quartos, their tendency to treat all the later
Quartos and later Folios as in some degree authori-
tative was due much less to ignorance than to their
desire to improve their text. It is a little lament-
able that no where can we find this standpoint
more clearly stated than in the words of Edward
Capell, to whomiShakesperian criticism is so heavily
indebted.

Listen to what he writes in the Introduction to
his audaciously entitled edition of 'Mr. William

1 Of course where there are two texts as in ' Romeo and Juliet,'
the First Quarto of each counts for whatever it may be worth.
So also as regards the deposition scene the 1608 edition of
• Richard II' counts as a First Quarto.
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2jo THE IMPROVERS

Shakespeare his Comedies Histories and Tragedies,
set out by himself [!] in quarto, or by the Players
his Fellows in folio, and now faithfully republish'd
from those Editions, in ten Volumes o&avo':

It is said a little before,—that we have nothing of his
in writing; that the printed copies are all that is left to
guide us; and that those copies are subject to numberless
imperfe&ions, but not all in like degree: our first business
then, was—to examine their merit, and see on which side
the scale of goodness preponderated, which we have gener-
ally found, to be on that of the most ancient: It may be
seen in the Table, what Editions are judg'd to have the
preference among those plays that were printed .singly in
quarto; and for those plays, the text of those Editions is
chiefly adher'd to: in all the rest, the first folio is follow'd;
the text of which is by far the most faultless of the
Editions in that form; and has also the advantage in three
quarto plays, in 2 Henry IV., Othello and Richard III.

U p to this point nothing could be more sound,
and the service which Capell was rendering, in so
far as he based his text on the earliest editions
instead of trusting to collation to eliminate the
faults of the later ones, was very great. Unhappily
he proceeds:

Had the editions thus follow'd been printed with care-
fulness, from corred copies, and copies not added to or
otherwise alter'd after those impressions, there had been
no occasion for going any further: but this was not at all
the case, even in the best of them; and it therefore became
proper and necessary to look into the other old editions,
and to select from thence whatever improves the Author,
or contributes to his advancement in perfe&ness, the point
in view throughout all this performance: that they do
improve him was with the editor an argument in their
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OF SHAKESPEARE. 271

favour; and a presumption of genuineness for what is thus
selected, whether additions or differences of any other
nature; and the causes of their appearing in some copies
and being wanting in others, cannot now De discover'd, by
reason of the time's distance, and defed of fit materials
for making the discovery.

As if to put his method of procedure beyond any
possibility of doubt, he concludes:

. . . Without entering further in this place into the
reasonableness or even necessity of so doing, he does for
the present acknowledge,—that he has everywhere made
use of such materials as he met with in other old copies,
which he thought improv'd the editions that are made the
ground-work of the present text (pp. 21-22).

Capell's present critic has a personal reason for
being moderate in his strictures, because (nearly
thirty years ago) moved by a laudable desire to win
more readers for Chaucer's 'Canterbury Tales,'
without entering on the slippery paths of moderniz-
ing, he laboriously picked out from the seven texts
published by the Chaucer Society the spellings
easiest to a modern reader in every line, and thus
produced an edition for the spelling of every word
of which there was early manuscript authority, but
which certainly did not present the words as
Chaucer wrote them. Had Capell, in order to
popularize Shakespeare, without committing him-
self to wholesale tinkering, announced that he had
accepted the emendations or improvements pro-
posed by Shakespeare's contemporaries, and those
only, it might still have been questioned whether
what he did was worth doing, but he would not
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272 T H E IMPROVERS

have introduced any fundamental confusion into
editorial ideals. As it was, he did introduce, or at
least help to perpetuate, confusion, by asserting his
right to correct original editions by others that
were merely old, and by the specious suggestion
that the fact of a new reading being (in editorial
eyes) an 'improvement' carried with it a 'pre-
sumption of genuineness.' As bibliographers we
must protest that it is not mere age, but proof of
independent access to a source, that gives an edition
authority, while with any other aim than that of
ascertaining what was on the sheets of paper which
Shakespeare wrote and handed to the players we
can have nothing to do, unless we find evidence
of his personal revision of this original text. That
is our first point, and it brings us into collision with
almost every editor of Shakespeare, even (although
to an exceptionally slight extent) with the honoured
editors of the Cambridge text.

II. The second deduction we have to draw is that,
although it is probable that the first authorized
printers of any play by Shakespeare had but scant
respect for such spelling, punctuation and system
of emphasis capitals as they found in their copy,
yet as it requires less mental effort to follow copy
mechanically than consciously to vary from it, we
are bound to believe that in these matterlr as well
as in the words of the text, the first authorized
edition of any play is likely to be nearer than any
other to what the author wrote.

In regard to these matters we cannot, as we
should like to do, claim that we still have Dr.
Johnson on our side. ' I n restoring the author's
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OF SHAKESPEARE. 273

works to their integrity,' wrote the Dodtor,€ I have
considered the punctuation as wholly in my power;
for what could be their care of colons and commas,
who corrupted words and sentences [?].' The argu-
ment which underlies this charmingly alliterative
sentence, which, however, with curious ill luck
ends with a full stop instead of a mark of interroga-
tion—the argument is perfectly sound. It is highly
probable that Such punctuation as Shakespeare
bestowed on his manuscript is less, perhaps much
less, faithfully reproduced, than his words. But
what proportion of Shakespeare's words have we
any reason to believe were corrupted by his first
printers? Even on a pessimistic view certainly
not one in a hundred. If his punctuation, there-
fore, were ten times as carelessly reproduced as his
words, nine out of ten of the stops in a first
authorized Quarto would be as Shakespeare wrote
them. As against Dr. Johnson this seems a
Very fair argument, though no doubt he would
have ' downed' it more or less successfully. As a
matter of fadt, we have to take into consideration
quite another probability, the probability that
Shakespeare, unless it definitely occurred to him
that he would like to have a speech delivered in a
particular way, was himself much too rapid a writer
to be at all careful about his stops. If this is so,
His first printers, instead of simply following his
punctuation faithfully, must often have been called
upon to supply the lack of it as best they could;
so that all numerical estimates of their fidelity must
go by the board.

If, however, we ask whether there is any reason
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274 THE IMPROVERS

to believe (a) that it did sometimes occur to
Shakespeare that he would like to have a speech
delivered in a particular way, {b) that he could and
did indicate this by punctuation, and (c) that this
punctuation, at least in some cases, is quite faith-
fully reproduced, the answers we can offer to these
questions do not encourage us to acquiesce at all
cheerfully in Johnson's assumption that the punctua-
tion of the plays was * wholly in [his] power.' By
Johnson's day the punctuation which we find in
Elizabethan books, more especially in plays, may
be correctly described as a lost art. Dr. Johnson
might do what he pleased with colons and commas.
He could make them help to show how a sentence
of Shakespeare's should be parsed; but he could
not make them show how it would be delivered
by a great actor—because that might have inter-
fered with the parsing. Now, in his little book
on Shakespearian Punctuation, though his method
of exposition may not in all respects win accept-
ance, Mr. Percy Simpson has abundantly proved
that what could not be done in Johnson's days
could be done in Shakespeare's. Everyone inter-
ested not only in the Elizabethan drama, but in all
the outburst of poetry from Tottell's Miscellany to
Herrick, should buy and study Mr. Simpson's
book, which is published by the Clarendon Press
for five shillings. It is only right to say, however,
that he had been preceded in this field by Mr. A. E.
Thiselton, who, in a succession of separately printed
notes to various plays of Shakespeare, had paid
special attention to their punctuation and already
discovered a method in what commentators have
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OF SHAKESPEARE. 275

accounted the madness of that found in the early
editions. Both Mr. Simpson (to whom I owe my
own conversion) arid Mr. Thiselton have presented
their results mainly in terms of grammar and
syntax. My own way of restating the fa&s as I
understand them, is that in Shakespeare's day, at
any rate in poetry and the drama, all the four stops,
comma, semicolon, colon, and full stop, could be,
and (on occasion) were, used simply and solely to
denote pauses of different length irrespective of
grammar and syntax. On the other hand the
normal punctuation was much nearer to normal
speech than is the case with our own, which
balances one comma by another with a logic in-
tolerable in talk. Thus the punctuation we find
in the plays omits many stops which modern
editors insert, and on the other hand insert others,
sometimes to mark the rhythm, sometimes to
emphasize by a preliminary pause the word, or
words which follow, sometimes for yet other
reasons which can hardly be enumerated. The
only rule for dealing with these supra-grammatical
stops, is to read the passage as punctuated, and
then consider how it is affedted by the pause at the
point indicated. In the same way, if there is no
stop where we expett one, or only a comma where
we should expeCt a colon or even a full stop, we
must try how the passage sounds with only light
stops or none at all, and see what is the gain or
loss to the dramatic impression.

As has already been admitted, the punctuation
of most of the early Quartos, even when the system

20 on which it is based is very liberally interpreted
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at the risk of turning faults into sham beauties, is
inadequate and defective. But two points seem to
emerge from the study of almost any early Quarto
we take up. In the first place it seems clear that
the value of all the stops was greater than at
present. The comma is often used where we
should put a semicolon ; the semicolon for a colon;
the colon for a full stop; while a full stop is a
very emphatic stop indeed. If an Elizabethan
printer had been given a typical passage of Macau-
lay to punctuate, he would have replaced many of
his famous full stops by colons and some by commas.
In such a case, where each sentence was gram-
matically complete in itself, but all were directed
to building up by accumulation a single effect, an
Elizabethan would have regarded all the sentences
as co-ordinate parts of a whole and would have
refused (unless rhetoric suggested an advantage in
seeming to pause between each for a reply) to
separate them by any stop heavier than a colon.
Moreover, if it were desired to indicate by punctua-
tion the rapidity of invective or earnest pleading,
commas would have been made to do the work.
A full stop, except when a speech is completely
finished, always means business—very often theatrical
business: at the least a change of tone or of the
person addressed; occasionally, a sob or a caress.

Our second point is that even when we make
ample allowance for the greater value of each of the
four stops, and for his own carelessnees and that
of the printers, there is good evidence that Shake-
speare preferred a light to a heavy punctuation.

' Speake the speech I pray you as I pronoune'd
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it to you, trippingly on the tongue, but if you
mouth it as many of our Players do, I had as
li[e]ve the towne cryer spoke my lines.' So
Hamlet exhorted the players who were to test his
uncle's guilt, and so (the punctuation of the early
Quartos suggests) he may often have exhorted the
actors at the Globe. In the 1604 Quarto of
' Hamlet' the thirty-three lines of the speech that
begins ' Tp be or not to be,' are punctuated with
commas, two semicolons and a colon. The full
stop only comes before the words: * Soft you now
The faire Ophelia.'

In Portia's famous speech in the ' Merchant of
Venice' there is a full stop after the plea that mercy

becomes
The throned Monarch better then his crowne

so that the idea may work its full effect before
being followed by the gloss: ' His scepter shewes
the force of temporall power,' etc. But after this,
for thirteen lines there is no other full stop until
the appeal is ended, and with a change of tone the
pleader resumes:

I have spoke thus much
To mitigate the justice of thy plea,
Which if thou follow this strift court of Venice
Must needs give sentence gainst the Merchant here.

These particular punctuations arc not held up for
special admiration. It is in no way the business
of bibliography to decide how Shakespeare's play
should be punctuated. But when we find this
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notably light punctuation in editions of several
different plays, set up by several different printers,
it seems a fair bibliographical deduction that this
light punctuation, though the printers may have
corrupted it grossly, yet reflects a light punctuation
in their copy, and so, immediately or by one or
more removes, suggests what was Shakespeare's
own habit.

We can make a similar deduction as regards the
use of emphasis capitals, which may be taken to
have indicated a slight exaltation in the tone in
which the words they prefix were to be pronounced.
In the early Quartos we find them used for titles
of honour and respect, for abstract qualities and in
metaphors; elsewhere only sparingly, and hardly
ever in such a way as to encourage an actor to tear
a passion to tatters. Thus in a speech which lies
so exposed to over-emphasis as that of the Ghost
in * Hamlet' beginning: ' Aye, that incestuous, that
adulterate beast,' in the Quarto of 1604 there are
only ten capitals, and these with two exceptions
(Hebona and Lazerlike), merely follow the ordin-
ary rules. Thus we find capitals assigned to Queen
(twice), Crown, Uncle, Angel, Glowworm, Orchard
and Denmark, and these are all, though the speech
runs to just fifty lines. In the First Folio, on the
other hand, there are just fifty emphasis-capitals,
or on an average one to every line, among the
words emphasised being Beast, Traitorous, Lust,
Lewdness, Garbage, etc., so that if an actor, when
thus encouraged, resisted the temptation to mouth-
ing, his grace was the greater. ' In the very
torrent tempest, and as I may say, whirlwind of
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your passion* you must acquire and beget a tem-
perance, that may give it smoothness,1 Hamlet tells
the players, and bibliography may be permitted
once more to quote this corroboration of its de-
duction that Shakespeare's manuscript was only
moderately sprinkled with capitals.

III. The comparison that has just been made
between the practice of the Quarto and Folio text of
'Hamlet' in this matter of emphasis-capitals brings
us to the last point it is desired to make in these
papers, the point that the First Folio must ibe re-
garded as an edited text, perhaps to about the same
extent and in very much the same manner as the
Ellesmere manuscript of Chaucer's 'Canterbury
Tales' deserves that character. The Ellesmere scribe
had ideas of his own on spelling and other matters,
and a tendency if he did not find a verse smooth to
leave it so. We have seen how ready someone was
to smooth out lines in the First Folio. Probably
he was doing the best thing for the book and its
author that at that particular moment it was pos-
sible to do. Nor is it reasonable to be scornful if
actors, who were responsible for bringing together
the copy, took it for granted that the acting-
versions then in use were the best possible, toler-
ated small verbal changes in the text, and thought
it good if emphasis-capitals and punctuation were
in accordance with the dramatic customs of their
own day, rather than imperfect memoranda of
Shakespeare's views.

How far the editing extended is a question of
detail, from which the bibliographer must needs
hold aloof. It has been noted already that the
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general editors of the Folio quickly tired of their
task, and perhaps the hired men who collated and
copied at the playhouse and the press corrector in
Jaggard's office may have tired also. It is possible
also, and if human nature be taken into account,
even probable, that when the copy arrived in
manuscript and not in the form of" a previously
printed text, the craving to alter did not make
itself felt in so severe a form. It could hardly
have been otherwise than intensely interesting if
Dr. Aldis Wright, when fresh from revising the
Cambridge Shakespeare, or Dr. Howard Furness
the elder, when in the full swing of work, had
been tempted into a discussion as to whether the
* textus receptus' of the plays printed for the first
time in the Folio of 1623 *s D e t t c r o n a n average,
or worse, than in the case of plays of which a good
Quarto as well as the Folio is available.

The literary side of editing a bibliographer
must leave to his betters. Our task has been
rescuing certain Quartos from most unbiblio-
graphical denunciations. We have quoted one
wise and one not-so-wisc remark from Dr. John-
son's introduction to his edition of Shakespeare.
It is amusing to find that Johnson in the prospectus
which preceded by nine years the publication of
his text out-heroded Herod in the vigour of his
language. Here is what he wrote:

The business of him that republishes an ancient book
is, to correct what is corrupt, and to explain what is
obscure. To have a text corrupt in many places, and in
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many doubtful, is, among the authors that have written
since the use of types, almost peculiar to Shakespeare.
Most writers, by publishing their own works, prevent all
various readings and preclude all conjectural criticism.
Books indeed are sometimes published after the death of
him who produced them, but they are better secured from
corruptions than these unfortunate compositions. They
subsist in a single copy, written or revised by the" author;
and the faults of the printed volume can be only faults
of one descent.

But of the works of Shakespeare the condition has been
far different; he sold them, not to be printed, but to be
played. They were immediately copied for the actors,
and multiplied by transcript after transcript, vitiated by
the blunders of the penman, or changed by the affectation
of the player; perhaps enlarged to introduce a jest, or
mutilated to shorten the representation; and printed at
last without the concurrence of the author, without the
consent of the proprietor, from compilations made by
chance or by stealth out of the separate parts written for
the theatre; and thus thrust into the world surreptitiously
and hastily, they suffered another depravation from the
ignorance and negligence of the printers, as every man
who knows the state of the press in that age will readily
conceive.

It is not easy for invention to bring together so many
causes concurring to vitiate a text No other author ever
gave up his works to fortune and time with so little care;
no books could be left in hands so likely to injure them,
as plays frequently acted, yet continued in manuscript;
no other transcribers were likely to be so little qualified
for their task, as those who copied for the stage, at a time
when the lower ranks of the people were universally
illiterate: no other Editions were made from fragments
so minutely broken, and so fortuitously re-united; and
in no other age was the art of printing in such unskilful
hands.

VII X

 at U
niversity of C

alifornia, Santa B
arbara on June 30, 2015

http://library.oxfordjournals.org/
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://library.oxfordjournals.org/


282 T H E IMPROVERS

It is curious that when Johnson wrote the sen-
tence : ' It is not easy for invention to bring
together so many causes concurring to vitiate a
text,' he should not have paused to ask himself
how many of his confident statements were based
upon any kind of evidence and for how many a
faculty not very distinct from that of invention
might be held responsible. The theory that the
plays must have been ' multiplied by transcript after
transcript' has held the field from his day to our
own and has not one shred of evidence to support
it, nothing but an imaginative pessimism convinced
that this is what must have happened. The state-
ment that the plays were 'fragments minutely
broken, fortuitously reunited' printed ' from com-
pilations made by chance, or by stealth out of the
separate parts written for the theatre' is on no
higher level. Indeed it may be questioned whether
for once in his life the great Doctor did not descend
in this passage to writing sheer nonsense. That
the plays might have been ' compilations made by
stealth out of the separate parts written for the
theatre' is conceivable, though there is no evidence
to support it, but that these compilations could
have been made by chance^ that the fragmentary
* parts' could have been 'fortuitously reunited' is
surely not even conceivable, unless indeed the
theatrical 'parts ' of those days were fitted with
legs and we are to understand that they danced
themselves together in some order of their own
devising.

It is only fair to Dr. Johnson to remember that
he wrote this Prospectus before he edited his
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author, and that in ihis Introduction after nine
years' experience he writes nothing in this vein,
though it seems clear that he pinned his faith with
much too absolute confidence to the First Folio.
The quotation from his Prospectus is only given
here because it expresses with vigorous rhetoric
about the worst view of the Quartos that even
invention can dictate. As a contrast with it we
may quote the much saner views of Malone in his
Introduction to the Shakespeare of 1790. He
there writes:

Fifteen of Shakespeare's plays were printed in quarto
antecedent to the first complete collection of his works,
which was published by his fellow comedians in 1623. . . .
The players when they mention these copies, represent
them all as mutilated and imperfect; but this was merely
thrown out to give an additional value to their own edition
and is not strictly true of any but two of the whole
number; The Merry Wives of Windsor, and King
Henry V.—With respect to the other thirteen copies,
though undoubtedly they were all surreptitious, that is,
stolen from the playhouse, and printed without the consent
of the author or the proprietors, they in general are pre-
ferable to the exhibition of the same plays in the folio;
for this plain reason, because, instead or printing these
plays from a manuscript, the editors of the folio, to save
labour, or from some other motive, printed the greater
part of them from the very copies which they represented
as maimed and imperfect, and frequently from a late,
instead of the earliest, edition; in some instances with
additions and alterations of their own. Thus therefore
the first folio, as far as respects the plays above enumerated,'
labours under the disadvantage or being at least a second,
and in some cases a third, edition of these quartos. I do
not, however, mean to say, that many valuable corrections
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of passages undoubtedly corrupt in the quartos are not
found in the folio copy; or that a single line of these
plays should be printed by a careful editor without a
minute examination and collation of both copies; but those
copies were in general the basis on which the folio editors
built, and are entitled to our particular attention and
examination as first editions.

It is well known to those who are conversant with the
business of the press, that, (unless when the author correAs
and revises his own works,) as editions of books are multi-
plied their errors are multiplied also; . . . The various
readings found in the different impressions of the quarto
copies are frequently mentioned by the late editors: it is
obvious from what has been already stated, that the first
edition of each play is alone of any authority [except, he
notes, in the case of Romeo and Juliet], ana accordingly
to no other have I paid any attention. All the variations
in the subsequent quartos were made by accident or
caprice. Where, however, there are two editions printed
in the same year, or an undated copy, it is necessary to
examine each of them, because which of them was first
cannot be ascertained; and being each, printed from a
manuscript, they carry with them a degree of authority to
which a reimpression cannot be entitled. Of the tragedy
of King Lear there are no less than three copies varying
from each other, printed for the same bookseller, and in
the same year. Of all the plays of which there are no
quarto copies extant, the first folio, printed in 1623, is the
only authentick edition.

So far Malone, and if we have got beyond him in
some points, in others, notably in his clear recog-
nition that the Quartos ' were in general the basis
on which the folio editors built,' and that (with
stated exceptions) * the first edition of each play is
alone of any authority—all the variations in the
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subsequent Quartos were made by accident or
caprice'—he is admirably sound.

What are the points in which we can claim to
have got beyond Malone after a century and a
quarter of further work ? Not so many, it must
be confessed, nor so important, as they should be.
One or two new Quartos have been discovered,
notably the ' Hamlet' of r6o3, giving a bad text
of the play in its earlier form. We also know
that there were only two early Quartos of ' King
Lear,' the belief that there were more being due
to the co-existence in the first edition of un-
corrected and corrected sheets such as those in
* Richard II, ' mentioned in our third paper.

So far as editors of Shakespeare are concerned it
is doubtful whether their improvements on Malone
can be shown to extend beyond these small points,
and on the other hand they have hardly kept to
his canon that only first editions can count as
authorities. Quite recently, however, the three
cases, the * Merchant of Venice,' the c Midsummer
Night's Dream' and ' King Lear,' in which the
existence of two different editions bearing the same
date led Malone to suppose that each was derived
from a separate manuscript, have been resolved
into three original editions, two of 1600 and one
of 1608, and three reprints, all produced in 1619,
and there is no longer any reason to believe in their
being derived from rival manuscripts. It is rather
strange that Malone did not make this discovery
himself. Half a discoverer's work is done for him
when the subject for investigation is rigidly iso-
lated, and in Malone's day there must have been
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in existence nearly a dozen nice fat volumes, each .
containing the same nine plays, three of them, viz.,
the * Midsummer Night's Dream,' c Merchant of
Venice' and * Sir John Oldcastle,' dated 1600 ; two
others, ' Henry V ' and • King Lear,' dated 1608 ;
three, the * Merry Wives of Windsor,' * Yorkshire
Tragedy' and ' Pericles,' dated 1619; and one,
' The whole Contention between the two famous
houses of York and Lancaster,' undated. One after
another of these fat little volumes got broken up
for convenience of sale or handling, and now, as
far as is known, only one exists, in the library of
Mr. Marsden Perry at Providence, Rhode Island.
Chance, however, brought this in 1902, and in
1906 a similar volume from the Hussey collection,
under the same pair of eyes, and though the
Hussey volume was broken up while a wild search
was being made for a note of the contents of the
fellow to it seen four years before, suspicion had
at last been aroused, and the unravelment of the
problem became only a question of time. Traces
of similar volumes were found in the Capell col-
lection at Trinity College, in the Garrick plays at
the British Museum and elsewhere, and a first
hypothesis was formed, that the plays with the
earlier dates, four of them duplicating another
edition of the same year, had sold badly and in
1619 were being made up into a volume with
those printed in that year, as a kind of * remainder.'
Then Mr. W. W. Greg made a spring at the true
explanation, that the plays were all printed together
in 1619, and proceeded to prove it by the very
pretty, but very intricate evidence of the water-
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marks. After this the quarry was in full view and
it was easy to hunt it down by a variety of proofs,
the ' coup de grace' being given by an American
student, Mr. William Neidig, who showed photo-
graphically that the types used for the words
* Written by W. Shakespeare,' which occur on the
three title-pages dated 1619, and also on that of
the 'Merchant of Venice' dated 1600, had re-
mained untouched in the forme while all four titles
were being printed—which could hardly have
happened if they were separated by an interval of
nineteen years.

The most lenient explanation of the five false
dates assumes an original intention to prefix a
general title-page to the collection, there being
other instances of the short imprints and dates of
first editions being placed on the separate title-
pages of a volume of reprints by way of acknow-
ment of the source and ownership of the text.
The matter is complicated, however, by an appar-
ent desire to establish a claim to two copyrights,
those of the * Merchant of Venice' and' Midsummer
Night's Dream,'which may have seemed to be dere-
lict. For our present purpose, however, it suffices
to note that the controversies as to which of the
rival editions of these plays and of ' King Lear'
should be considered the earlier have been decisively
settled in favour of those bearing the fuller im-
prints, and that it will be almost impossible for any
future editor to maintain, as has hitherto been the
fashion, that the falsely dated editions were printed
from separate manuscripts. It seems quite clear
that they must have been reprinted from the
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correctly dated First Editions, and that the variants
in the text all originated in the printing-house.

The second point in which we claim to have
improved on Malone is as to the interpretation to
be placed on the oft-quoted words

where (before) you were abus'd with diuerse stolne and
surreptitious copies, maimed and deformed by the frauds
and stealthes of iniurious impostors, that expos'd them :
euen those, are now offer'd to your view cur'd and perfect
of their limbes.

Malone, though he distinguished between the bad
Quartos, such as those of the ' Merry Wives of
Windsor' and ' King Henry V,' the text of which
was entirely rejected by the editors of the Folio,
and the good Quartos, which the Folio editors,
either (as he supposes) * to save labour or from
some other motive,' used as their text in reprinting
the plays, nevertheless says categorically :

Undoubtedly they were all surreptitious, that is stolen
from the playhouse, and printed without the consent of
the author or the proprietors.

It is confidently submitted that this assertion need-
lessly extends and enlarges the statement of the
editors of the Folio, at the cost of making them
decry their own property and tell foolish and
gratuitous lies.

There is some slight ambiguity about the exact
meaning of the word ' where' in the Preface to the
First Folio. It is at least possible that it should be
construed as equivalent to • in those cases in which,'
* where before you were abus'd'—* in those cases
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in which you were abus'd'—* with diuerse stolne
and surreptitious copies, even those are now offcr'd
to your view cur'd,' It is more probable, however,
that it should be taken as meaning ' whereas'—
whereas before you were abus'd, even those copies
are now set right. Adopting this as the meaning
less favourable to our case, may we not reasonably
ask whether, if the players had intended to affix
the charge of surreptitiousness on all the Quartos,
they would have been content with so guarded a
statement ? Divers stolen and surreptitious copies
had been issued—the first * Romeo and Juliet'
' Henry V,' the ' Merry Wives,' the first ' Hamlet,'
probably a first ' Loves Labors Lost,' which has
not come down to us. All these editions had been
rejected by the Folio editors, who had replaced
them by good texts, and could therefore, without
reference to any other texts, truthfully say—* even
those are now offer'd to your view cur'd and perfect
of their limbes.'

It is possible, of course, that when they men-
tioned ' diuerse copies' the Folio editors intended
their readers to add the mental comment ' to wit,
all the seventeen plays that have hitherto been
printed.' But if they wanted this to be under-
stood, why did they not say so ? They had plenty
of picturesque language at their command ! Why
should we make the words • diuerse copies' apply
to any except the plays which the Folio editors
rejected, which bear their own evidence of a dis-
reputable origin, and were never regularly entered
on the Stationers' Register? Why should we
extend it to the plays which the Folio editors
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were actually using as the source of their text, and
of which in some cases the copyrights were at that
moment vested in some of the publishers of the
Folio ?

It has been the objedt of these papers to show
that the Quartos regularly entered on the Registers
of the Stationers' Company were neither stolen nor
surreptitious. I have gone further than this by
bringing together some little evidence that some
at least of these editions may have been set up
from Shakespeare's autograph manuscript, and have
further dangled before my readers the hope that in
some of these much vilified texts there may yet
survive evidence of how Shakespeare meant some
of his great speeches to be delivered. This is as
far as bibliography can take us. The literary
critics must be allowed their rights. But if, over-
stepping these, they raise the foolish old cry, * all
stolne and surreptitious,' I hope in future they will
be received with the answering whoop, ' Printed
from the author's autograph,' for which there is at
least as much justification as the other, and I venture
to think a good deal more.

A. W. POLLARD.
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